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ABSTRACT 

The overriding reason for this analysis centers on 
the widespread^ but varied^ application of student*faculty ratios 
(SFR) as a contributing factor in determining the faculty budgeting 
requirements of public and private institutions. A survey was 
conducted among heads of state budget offices, heads of central 
administration for university systems, presidents of public liberal 
arts colleges, presidents of technical schools, heads of .national 
associations, and state higher education boards to determine how they 
apply the concept of SFR in the management of public colleges and 
universities. Of particular concern at this time is the 
appropriateness of using the ratio data for budgeting purposes in a 
period of stabilized, and in the near future, declining 'enrollments. 
Accordingly, the study identifies alternatives to use of SFR in the 
budget process. (Author/JMF) 
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lis. ; y S DEPAHTMENTOF H6AI TH. 

- / EDUCATION tWCLFARC 

SURVEY OF USE OF STUDENT^ FACULTY • / "^^•^^^^^^S'"''' 

— » - RATIOS FOR BUDGETING PURPOSES' ^ ^\'4:^ ;:t':^^^J't'^ 

i IN HIGHER EDUCATION Ur^ZlZ^cf^^!'^^^^^^ 

Introduction and Background ' 

At the request of the Division of the Budget's Education Examination 
Unit, the Organization and Management Unit conducted a survey of 
how other states apply the concept of student-faculty ratios in 
the management of public colleges and universities^. To obtain an 
understanding of how student-faculty ratios are used and to evalur^te 
existing alternative budgeting systems, 180 questionnaires were 
sent to sample various components of the higher education community 
which have a direct voice in university administration or which 

. - 1 t 

. i^epresent viewpoints on a national level • The sample included 
^ heads of state budget offices, presidents of public liberal arts 

/ /I 

colleges and urixversities, presidents of public technical schools. 



chief executives of central administrations, of uni\prsity. systems, 
heads of national education associations and state^ boards 'of higher 
education. Medical Schools and community colleges! were excluded 
from the study because of ''the special factors involved in determining 
their student- faculty ratios. * - " I 

Among the 60 replies received, the response rate varied considerably 
from group to group as shown in the followinq table: 
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GROUP 

Heads of State ^ 
Budget Offices 

Heads of ^central 
administration for 
university systems 

Presidents of Public 
Liberal i^rts Colleges 

Presidents of Technical 
. Schools 

Heads of National 
Associatio^is 

'' ' ' . /'' 

State- Miglier Education 
"Boards 

TOTAL 



TABLE I 

Number of 
Quest ionnaires 
Sent 



11 

23 

.64 

45 

26 

11 
180 



Number of % 
Replies Replying 



10 

8 

23 

3 
10 

6 

60 . 



91% 

35% 

36% 

7% 

38% 

55%' 
33% 



The overriding reason for this analysis centers on the widespread, 
but varied^ application of student-faculty ratios as a contributing 
factor in determining the faculty budgeting requirements of public 
(and private), institution's, of higher education. Of particular 
concern at this time is the appropriateness of usiijg student-faculty 
ratio data for budgeting purposes in a period of stabilized, and 
in the near future, 'declining enrollments. Accordingly,^ the 
second purpose of the study was to identify alternatives to use 
of the student-faculty ratio in the Budget process. 

The use of student-faculty ratios in budgeting for the State 

University of New York was also studied to determine the methods , 

.J 

and policies followed. The study showed that during the past 
six' budget cycles, the recommended State University student- 
faculty ratio has overall shown a tendency to increase, or become 
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leaner, with the exception of 


Fiscal 


Year 1973 


-74 and 


1974- 


75, as 




the following cha-rt 


indicates": 
















'TABLE II 












Institutions 


1969 
1970 


1970 
1971 


- 1971- 
1972 


1972- 
1973 / 


1973- 
1974 


1974- 
1975 


1975- 
1976 


University Centers * 


13.5 


14.4 


14.7 


/ 

15.8 


15.6 


15.8 


16.1 


Health Sciences 


• 3.8 


4.1 


f 

4.8 


5.2 


5.6 


5.3 


5.2 


Arts and Sciences 


14.5 


15 . 3 


16.1 


16.9 


16.8 


16.9 


17.3 


Contract Colleges 


14.8 


14.8 


14.8 


15.3 


14.3 
^13.8 


14.3 ' 


14.3 


Specialized Colleges 


12.7 


13.3 


12. 7 


14.7 , 


' 13.4 


13.5 


Ag. and Technical 


15.1 


17. 3 


17.7 




18.5 


18.6 


18.7 


Overall 


13.2 


14.1 


14. 6 


15.5 


15.3 


15.3 


15.8 



A detailed examination of the student-faculty ratios for the different 
institution groups reveals that some ratios have declined while others 
have increased. Certain changes have resulted from the use of revised 
methods for computing the student-faculty ratios, while others repre- 
sent actual changes resulting from the' reallocation 6t resources. 
For example: 

The decreased ratio for the Specialized Colleges results from 
the funding required to support the new College of Optometry 
and enrichment at the Forestry College. 

The decreased ratio for the Contract vCoTl^ege reflects technical 
changes in the way the ratio was computed. 



* Exclude^? Health Science 
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A Survey of the available literature revealed that the most compre- 

^h'ensive source of recent data on actual studefit- faculty ratios was 

a study conducted by Francel M. Gross of the University of Tennessee 

in 1973 to identify various formulas used in higher education 

budgeting, compare the formulas, and determine whether they met 

general standards of acceptability. The study used data obtained 

from officials ^of "statewide coordinated or controlling agencies 

for higher education or in institutions of higher education." The 

student-faculty ratios used in this study were those actually . used 

by the eleven states to determine the number pf full-time equivalent 

faculty positions required. Pertinent data from that study are 

*^ * . 

included in the following two tables: 

Table III - Ranking of Student-Faculty Ratios by Level of y i 
Instruction in Seventeen State Systems. j 

Table IV Student-Faculty Ratios Reported for Eleven States. 
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, TABLE III ■ 
RACKING OF STUDENT-FACULTY RATIOS BY 
LEVEL OF INSTRUCTION IN SEVENTEEN STATE SYSTEMS 



L01!?ER DIVISION / 


SFR 


UPPER DIVISION 


SFR 


Washington (high cost) 


12 


Washington (high cos^:) 


7 


Minnesota (hig^ cost) 


- 12 


^ Minnesota ' ^ . 


10 


South CaroXina 


14 


Washington t^ow cost) 


11 


Ohio / 


16 


Virginia 


17 




on 


oouun v^aroj-xna 




Nevada 


20 


Ohio 


16 


Virginia 


20 


Minnesota (low cost) 


16 


Washington ' (low cost) 


20 


North Dakota 


17 


California. State Colleges 


23 


Mississippi ' 


18 


West Virginia 


23 


Florida 


. 19 


Texas 


24 


Nevada . 


'20 


North Dakota . 


25 


Oklahoma (colleges) 


20 


Florida 


26 


Oklahoma 1 (universities) 


20 


Mississippi > 


26 


California State Colleges - 


20 


Oklahoma (colleges) 


28 


West Virginia 


20 


dkl^oma (universities) 


28 


University of California 


23 


South Dakota 


32 


Texas 


24 


University of California 


34 


South Dakota 


32 


Average 


23.70 


Average 


18.76 



MASTERS & PROFESSIONAL 

/ ' 

Minnesota (high cost) 6 

' Washington (low cost.) 7 

Washington (high cost) 7 

Mississippi 8 

Oklahoma (universities) 8 

California' State Colleges 9 

Sou4:h Carolina 9 

Ohio ' ; 10 

Virginia 10 

North, Dakota . 12 

Oklahoma (colleges) ' ' 12 

Texas 13 

Minnesota (low cpst) , 13 

University of California 14 

West Virginia ' ^A's 

Florida ^ 19 

Nevada * 20 

South Dakota ^ - 24 



* DOCTORAL 

University of California 4 
South Carolina ' 4 

Texas 5 

Washington (low cost) 5 

Washington (high cost) 5 

Minnesota (high cost) 6 

Mississippi 8 

Florida ' 8 

Ohio ^ 8/ 

Oklahoma (universities) 8 

Virginia - 8 

California State Colleges ^ 9 

North Dakota 12 

Oklahoma colleges '12 

Minnesota (low cost) 13 

West Virginia . 15 

Nevada 20 

South Dakota 24 



Average 



12.70 



Average 



10.24 



TABLE"* IV 

• RANIjCING OF STUDENT PACULTY RATIOS BY OVERALL AVERAGE 

0 



State * 


V CL d J- J. 

Averaqe 


XJKJ WC JL 

• Division 


.Division 


l id O ^ C X O W X 

Professional 


Doctoral 


. (high costT 


7.5 


12 


7 


7 


5 


Minnesota 




1 9 


1 n 

1 


u 




ouuun v^ajLU-i-xnci 


"in 9 R 

J. U • ^ D 


1 4 


1 4 
X •* 


Q 

-/ 


4 


Washington 




0 n 

z u 


XX 


7 




Ohio 


:12.50 


■16 


16 


10 


8 ., 


Virginia 


12.50 


20 


.12, 


10 


8 ■ 


Mississippi 


15 


26 


18 


8 


8 


\M -1 ^ J— V 't" a 

IuXnn6SQua 

(low cost) . 


15,50 




16 


13 


13 


ujvianuiuci 
(universities) 


16 


28 . 


20 


8 


8 








1 7 
J. / 


1 9 
J. ^ 


1 2 

X ^ 


Oklahoma 




28 


20 


12 


12 


West Virginia 


18.25 


. 23 


20 


15 


15 


Nevada 


20 


20 


20 


20 


20 


South Dakota 


28 


32 


32 


'24 


24 



1/ Some states differentiate between campuses which, because of 

geographic location (e.g., urban vs. rural) or type of instructional 
program (e.g., ..hard science vs. liberal arts) have significant cost 
differences • . ' 

1 
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The results of our questionnaire sent to other states showed thet 
among educators and budget officials, there is little agreement! 
on the optimal, or even a satisfactory, method" to objectively I 
determine faculty budgeting requirements. Part of the problem -I 
rests vjith £he inherent difficulty of articulatiri^g-^lihe quantitative 
or qualitative achievements to w|iich educational institutions 
aspire and the resources necessary to reach these goals. Debate 
.over this issue necessarily hinges on the many purposes served 
by such institutions which, particularly in .€he, instance of 
publicly supported schools, are never fully reconciled. 

.In the absence of universally accepted conventions regarding i /. 
their budgeting techniques, many public colleges and universitiyes^ 
across the county have developed various measures of product^ vlty. 
Such measures include the numbers and/or costs of student and/ 
teachejc contact hours, costs of generating student credit hours, 
costs ^of degrees conferred, and institutional costs per student 
by campus, discipline "and academic level, among others. One 
additional approach that is widely used — although sometimes for 
different purposes — is student-faculty ratio (SFR) . 

The SFR relates, in a general way, the 'foliar resources committed 
to a given workload" (students) and in this sense can be viewed 
as a limited but legititmate yardstick for evaluating the ^quality 
of an educational institution. Conceptually, the idea of a SFR 

■r* 

is easy to grasp. It is merely a ratio between input and workload, 
hopefully measured according to some common denominator. Simplicity 
disappears, however, in trying to apply the concept in a concrete 
way, or to use ^it as a measure of performance or to compare its ^ 
gp^(^" various interpretations among those who use^^t. 



^ ; - 8 - ■ . . ' 

Findings ; * | 

!• Various types of cost accounting information on faculty activities 
other than teaching^ as well as information on special require- 
ments for classroom teac^ing^ were commonly mentioned as^appro- 
priate information to supplement use of student-faculty ratios , 

A wide range of additional measures were suggested to augment 
student-faculty ratio information used in budgetary d^t^erminations, 
'These included: 

; • ■ • / 

Computation of student credit hours, costs by levpl and ^ 

functional distribution of costs; credit hour production \ 

* f* 

'cost by discipline, academic program, class size, and average 
co^t; average cost/FTE faculty; degree cost/student; facult^;^ 
student contact hours; and department "prof stability • " 

- .Information related to faculty activities other than teaching 
such as research, public service, extension and continuing 
education^ courses Was me^ntion^d. 

Supplementary information related to classroom teaching was 

a 

also mentioned: equipment needs, special space needs, unique 
class organization, instructor qualifications, use of training 
aids. 



Institutional overhead costs and administrative costs were 
frequently mentioned. 



o -9 
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Other types of supplementary information included: 



Presidents df technical schools mentioned supplejnental 
information on the. character of the school, such as the 
urban or rural location, tha gcope and mission of the 
college,* and the maturity and capability of the faculty. 
Other supplementary information included accreclxtation 
requirements and summation of learing experiences provided 
the ^students. • ^ ^ 

State boards of higher education mentioned including 
^ information on student aid amounts, assessment of the ^ 
success graduates have in the emp Toymen t market, j 
institutional plans, mission and Sffope statements, and 

V 

range of class sizes. 



' - ^ Presidents of, liberal arts colleges mentioned analysis 
of the proper view of shifting student demand and 
changes in society. 

2. Cost accounting systems (as described by NCHEMS) , program 

4 * 

budgetir^ or combinations of both were preferred most 
frequently as alternatives to the use of ->student-f acuity 



ratios . 
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The^most frequently mentioned alternatives, to the 
student-faculty ratio wete oriented toward either program 
budgeting or cost accounting, or combinations of the two 
budgeting techniques which might toe 'required to cope with 
rising co^ts. In summary, alternatives included, among 
others : ' ^ . . * \ 

State boards of higher. Education suggested Jthe use of 
productivity measures such as number of degrees awarded 
or the average time needed to earn a degree. 

r 

Presidents of liberal arts college^ expx;essed sqme 
interest in productivity and qualitative faculty 
workload analysis' measures . 

Presidents of technical^^chools listed variations 
on student faculty- ratios involving the use of- * 
studenl^credit hours such as student credit hours/ 
full time equivalent faculty, as well as measuring 
the success of students in their careers^ 

state University system central administrators 
mentioned the i!rse of productivity measures to 
determine the added value to society of college 
programs ap well as. measuring research and>public 
service activity. 



state budget officials mentioned techniques concerned 
with resource distribution, such tas resources or 
faculty-student credit hours earned, and budgeting 
faculty positions on the basis of shifting sti^ent 
demand * 

Only budget officials had a giajority indicating that 
quality could be reliably and easily measured . 

Budget officials were the only group with a substantial 
number .replying that the quality of an education program 
could be measured; and only two states indicated . that they 
were actively trying to dev^elop acceptable means of measuring 
quality; . ' 



\ 
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j TABLE V . 

MEASURES OF QUALITY SUGGESTED 



.Possible 

Group Yeig - No Suggested iMea^ures 

Liberal Arts 2 14 Quality of student at entrance 
Colleges ^ ' ,7'^ Percent going to graduate or 



- - -1 " 

Staie Boards 

■ ■ _ 

! 


1 


5 


.- Program measures 


Educational 
• Groups 




2 




Budget 

Officials 


3 


3 


1 

NCHEMS products; California and 
Pennsylvania are actively trying 


Technical 
Schools 




5' 


Follow graduates 


Central • 1; 
Administration ' 


8 


Salary level of graduates as 
alumni with 10 y^^s of more 
seniority , j 



All groups had a majority oj^^B^plies stating tha^ 
University productivity coula be m^easured but therfe is 
no consensus on how or what should be measured. - . 



All groups had a majority of replies stating that/ 
measurement of productivity was possibjLe, with ndmerous 
measures given • Many of the suggested measures \iere 
based upon student credit hours or the degrees granted* 



13 
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TABLE VI 

MEASURES OF PRpDUCTXVITY SUGGESTED 



Group . 



Possible 
Yes No 



Suggested Measures 



State University 

Central Administration 



Student credit' hours (3) ;— #aGuity 
activity analysis and distribution 
of effort by program procedur.es; 
WICHE; compare with similar 
institutions. 



Presidents of 

Technical Schools 



Follow graduates; Michigan system; 
employer and alQinni reports • 



State Budget 
Officials 



Number of degrees granted (5); 
student credit hours (2) ; student 
credit hours/faculty member^,- 
student faculty ratio (2); instruc- 
tional cost/st,udent by campus; 
tudent level, discipline. 



National Educational 
Groups . / 



Degrees granted; mean time to 
degree. - " 



State Boarclof 
•'Higher Education 



5 



Student oredi^t "hours; NCHEMS 
"Statewide-Measures Inventory : ; 
semester credit hours; degrees 
earned; job placements; patents, 



Presidents of 
LiberaJL Artsr" 
Colleges 



1 



student credit hours (3); degrees 
awarded; student majors graduated; 
student credit hour production/ 
cost by discipline, academic 
program; student faculty coatact 
hours; number of students with 
degrees placed in degree related 
field or working in field requiring 
a degree. 



. . - 14 - 

The last two findings point up a dilemma confronting 
higher education managements Clearly^ those active 
.in the field find it easier to meastire the quantity 
rather than the quality of what they are producing. 
The survey shows that the dilemma is compounded in a 
period of decreasing resources and inflation^ when ( 
management decisions on the allocation of resources 
become more critical^ but rational aad systematic' 
means to distribute resources remain limited* 

The most fr.equehtly mentioned short and l ong range' 
problem facing higher education was the lack of effective 
management techniques, .followed by problems caused by 
inflation and declining enrollments • 

^ r — — — = , 

The responses to questions on the long and short range 
major^ challenges and problems facing higher education 
budgeting tended' to be the same with only the frequency 
changing ./or specific problem's^ and challenges* Interest- 
ingly, when asked about long range challenges and problems, 
presidents of liberal arts colleges tended to reply more - 
frequently with answers that showed a confusion over their 
role and mission • 

}0n both a short and long range basis, responses by state 
boards of higher educatic5h, state university system 
central administrators and presidents of liberal arts 
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colleges, defined as major problems a lacJq of basic 



management tecHniques to: measure productivity, set 
"15rogram'-pri-prrti-es">- determine program qUali^ty-and costs, 

n^aintain flexibility of progl^ams , set r)bjectives and 

\ ^ 

define goals. These-management problems, th^ey point out,, 

" ■ ' \ 

must also b^ viewed within the context of another frequently 

mentioned problem, inflation, and in some cases, declining 

funding. ' . \ . ' \ ; - I , 

■ , .. ■ ■ ^ , it. ■■ 

One theme recurring in the responses^was the^^concern " 
about a decline in quality resulting from eitfrier.a low(^ring 
of standards to attract and retain studentsi *or .ah inability 
to fund new, experimental programs .with a concurrent stag- 
nati-on of established programs. 



1 



Other, problems and challenges noted included:' 

state budget officials mentioned collective bargaining 
agreements not funded by the Legislature;, uncertainty 
of Federal support; determining the portion of higher'*^ 
education costs students should pay, and the quality 
and productivity of' graduate programs. 

National education groups mentioned the shift in 
student demand to more expensive Ojccup^tional/pro- 
fessionaT instructional programs. 

Presi^dents of technical schools listed modernizing 
technology for instruction and research, long range 
planning and radical changes in state leadership. 

U \ 
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Presidents of liberal arts colleges mentioned nego- 
tiated faculty contracts that increase costs while 
reducing management flexibility, and meeting the 
need for education without being used for non-educa- 



tional purposes such as social change. 
State university system central administyajcors listed 



bility in reallocating resources due to tenure, and 
balancing the dual objectives of encouraging effective- 
ness, efficiency and accountability, and faculty, 
creativity, student choice and institutional distinct- 
iveness • 

State boards of higher education listed development 
of student aid models, growing involvement of the 
Legislature in budgeting process, inelastic increases 
in student fees and policy decisions made on the basis 
of quan^titative criteria? rather than traditional 
qualitative criteria. 
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